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Societies are always confronted with the problem of dealing with poor children. Often, this means finding ways of overcoming or compensating for the disadvantaged backgrounds of these children. Indeed, concern about the fate and well-being of disadvantaged children in the United States today has lead many policymakers to look once again to the schools for assistance.
Despite our strong and persistent belief in the importance and necessity of education in preparing future citizens, not everyone agrees that American schools are designed or prepared to help disadvantaged children. Some contend that family background rather than the quality of the school is the main determinant of student achievement and of subsequent job placement (Jencks, 1979) . Although these scholars acknowledge that the total amount of schooling received matters, they argue that the length of schooling is more dependent on a child's home environment than on the school setting. Other analysts have gone even further to argue that public schools in 19th-century America were deliberately designed to perpetuate the existing inequalities within the expanding capitalist economy (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Katz, 1975) . Rather than helping poor students in the past or today, these critics argue that the school system was created in large part to allow middle-or upper-class parents to help their own children while ensuring that those from disadvantaged backgrounds would not advance.
To investigate the relationship between schooling and poor children historically, this article examines the origins and development of 19th-century education in the United States with particular attention to whether or not schools helped poor children obtain better jobs. First (Bailyn, 1960) . Ministers and churches were expected to assist the household since the goals of education were primarily religious. Initially, the father rather than the mother was entrusted with the education and catechizing of the children in the home. Only after the mid-17th century, when males stopped joining the New England churches as a matter of course, did Puritans slowly and reluctantly turn to women as the chief agents for home education (Moran & Vinovskis, 1986 ).
Even if parents were expected to educate their own children and servants at home, they sometimes used schools to assist them. Older women, often widows, set up dame schools to educate young children (Cremin, 1970) . In some communities private elementary schools were created to cater to those parents who did not want to educate their own children at home (Murphy, 1960) . In addition, the few children who continued their education beyond the rudiments of reading and writing went to grammar schools established in the larger communities (Vinovskis, 1987) . Increasingly, during the colo-nial period, parents placed their children in private or public schools whenever they became available in the local communities, but at least one scholar (Cohen, 1974) (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Katz, 1968) . These historians, often designated as &dquo;revisionists,&dquo; argued that manufacturers and merchants spearheaded the public school expansion and reforms to instill in future workers a respect for law and authority necessary in the newly emerging capitalist economy (Bowles & Gintis, 1976, pp. 178-179 (Bowles & Gintis, 1976, p. 154) .
There are numerous problems with the revisionist interpretation of the development of mass education and school reforms in 19th-century America. For one thing, it equated the movement for public school reforms in the 1840s and 1850s with the expansion of mass education and did not look at developments outside Massachusetts.
Yet mass literacy and education in Massachusetts occurred well before the 1840s and 1850s. Lockridge (1974) (Vinovskis, 1989 (Vinovskis, 1989 (Fishlow, 1976) .
If the revisionists exaggerated the causal relationship between the rise of mass education and industrialization, they overestimated the role of the manufacturers and merchants in achieving educational reforms (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Katz, 1968) . While both of these groups generally supported the public school movement, they were less important than others, such as clergymen, at the local level (Vinovskis, 1985a (Kaestle, 1983; Katznelson & Weir, 1985 (Kaestle, 1983; Vinovskis, 1989) .
ANTEBELLUM VIEWS OF POVERTY AND EDUCATION
Concern about poverty and disadvantaged children does not necessarily imply support for mass education. In early l9th-century England, a rapidly industrializing nation beset by problems of poverty and social unrest, calls for mass education encountered strong opposition. English opponents of education for the poor argued that schooling would encourage unrealistic occupational aspirations and lead to discontent among children of common laborers. They also feared that education would facilitate the dissemination of dangerous ideas against religion and civic authority (Silver, 1965) .
There was almost no opposition to the education of poor Whites in the United States. Given the creation of the republic and the need for an educated electorate, conservatives supported schooling as a means of instilling proper values (Kaestle, 1976) .
Although there was strong and widespread support for educating poor children in the United States, it was usually justified in terms of protecting society rather than of helping individuals get ahead. The value of education, according to most commentators, was to improve the moral character of the poor rather than to enhance their occupational skills or to foster individual social mobility. This orientation was due, in part, to the expectation that workers would acquire their specific job skills through apprenticeship instead of schooling (Rorabaugh, 1986) .
Unlike today, 18th-and 19th-century British classical economists did not emphasize education as a key to individual or even societal economic productivity (Blaug, 1986 (Phillips, 1828; Wayland, 1843) .
The leaders of the American workers in the 1820s and 1830s stressed the importance of universal common school education (Carlton, 1908) but paid scant attention to the value of education for enhancing economic productivity or fostering social mobility (Kaestle, 1983; Vinovskis, 1989) . Instead, they saw in schooling a means of educating workers to recognize and protect their rights through the political process (Luther, 1832; Simpson, 1831 (Vinovskis, 1989 (Cremin, 1970 (Kaestle, 1973) .
Lancasterian schools quickly spread to the major urban areas in the United
States in the 1810s and 1820s. The schools were efficient and economical and were usually organized on a nonsectarian basis. Students were allowed to progress at their own pace, and large numbers of poor children received their education in them.
Although American educators were at first enthusiastic about Lancasterian schools, complaints about the rote memorization and the impersonal education surfaced. As American school reformers of the 1830s and 1840s were exposed to the ideas of Johann Pestalozzi (Barlow, 1977) , who stressed the need for more individual attention and for a close emotional relationship between the teacher and the pupil, the Lancasterian approach gradually fell out of favor and use.
The movement away from monitorial schools was reinforced by the growth of public schools and by the efforts to make these institutions attractive for children of middle-class families. Although the highly regimented and inexpensive Lancasterian schools were seen as adequate for poor children, they were viewed as inappropriate for middle-class children whose parents demanded a better education for their own children (Kaestle, 1973) .
Poor children benefited by the abandonment of Lancasterian schools in the 1830s and 1840s because they were able to enroll in one of the smaller classes in public schools rather than being taught by older students in a large monitorial charity school. Nevertheless, for a few decades in the early 19th century, monitorial schools provided education for many disadvantaged children who might not have otherwise received any schooling.
SUNDAY SCHOOLS
Sunday schools were another educational innovation intended for the poor which was borrowed from England (Laqueur, 1976) . They were introduced into the United States in the 1790s and proved to be equally popular here. Some of the first Sunday schools were set up in factory towns by industrialists, such as Samuel Slater, who wanted to provide schooling and religious training for poor children working in their textile mills (Tucker, 1984) . As in England, religious activists played a key role in the establishment of Sunday schools in the larger cities, like Philadelphia, but initially these institutions were not controlled by or oriented toward a single religious denomination (Rice, 1917 (Boylan, 1988 (Boylan, 1988; Rice, 1917 (Whitbread, 1972 (Kaestle & Vinovskis, 1978) .
Despite the initial enthusiasm for infant schools by parents and educators, they did not last long. In 1833, Amariah Brigham, a prominent physician, argued that early intellectual activity among children weakens the development of the brain and eventually may lead to insanity (Brigham, 1833, p. 
15).
Brigham's ideas, based on the best medical and scientific thinking of the day, were widely disseminated among middle-class families through popular magazines. Support for infant schools and early childhood education quickly faded, and by 1860, there were almost no children under the age of 5 years in Massachusetts public schools (May & Vinovskis, 1977) . What had started out as a means of helping poor children overcome their deficient home environments was now seen as detrimental to any young children in school.
Middle-class parents were more likely than lower-class ones to withdraw their own children from the infant schools, partly because they were more likely to read about the injunctions against early education in popular magazines and advice books. But once philanthropic support and public funds were withheld from the infant schools and educational authorities barred very young children from entering public schools, the early schooling for all antebellum children in America collapsed (Kaestle & Vinovskis, 1978 (Katz, 1987; Katznelson & Weir, 1985) .
The classic and still most frequently cited study of school attendance of poor children in antebellum America is Thernstrom's (1964) (Vinovskis, 1985b (Kaestle & Vinovskis, 1980) . If most antebellum poor children in Massachusetts received at least some common school education, and many remained in school as teenagers, did they also have access to the newly created public high schools? Again, the consensus among historians is that few public high schools existed in the 19th century and the small number that were established served almost entirely children from the middle or upper classes (Krug, 1969; Peterson, 1985) .
Public high schools were certainly rare in antebellum America, but in some areas of the county, such as Massachusetts, they were more commonplace. Nor were high schools confined only to large urban cities like Boston, New York, and Philadelphia; they also existed in smaller communities. In most large cities, there was only one high school, and hence only a small percentage of children could ever attend. In the smaller communities with high schools, however, a much higher proportion of children enrolled. An analysis of high school attendance in Essex County, Massachusetts (Vinovskis, 1988) .
Were children of working-class families in effect excluded from public high school education, as some historians have argued? Not entirely. Although children whose parents were wealthier and in white-collar occupations were more likely to attend high school, some children from poor families also enrolled. In Newburyport, almost a third of all children in 1860 enrolled at some time in one of the local public or private high schools, and 30.8% of them graduated. Although two thirds of those attending high school were children whose fathers were in high white-collar occupations, about one third of those whose fathers were in skilled occupations and one sixth of those whose fathers were in unskilled occupations also enrolled (Vinovskis, 1985b (Kaestle, 1983 (Kaeble, 1985) .
But was education a key factor in fostering social mobility among unskilled or semiskilled workers and their children? According to most revisionists, the answer is clearly no (Graff, 1979, pp. 114-115; Katz, Doucet, & Stern, 1982, p. 275) .
On the other hand, scholars, such as Thernstrom (1964) , have implicitly assumed in their studies that education was a major factor in social mobility in the 19th century. Unfortunately, most of the early studies of the relationship between education and social mobility in 19th-century America are so flawed methodologically that one cannot draw any reliable conclusions from them (Vinovskis, 1989 The most sophisticated study of late 19th-and early 20th-century social mobility is Perlmann's (1985 Perlmann's ( ,1988 
